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Applicant's Response 

In Applicant's Response dated 10/19/2006, Applicant amended the Specification, 
amended the Drawings, amended Claims 1-5, 7, 11-32, 35-41, 45-47, 49, 53-74 and 77- 
79, and argued against all objections and rejections previously set forth in the Office 
Action dated 07/20/2006. 

Based on Applicant's amendments and remarks, the objections to the 
Specification previously set forth are withdrawn. 

Based on Applicant's amendments and remarks, the objections to the Drawings 
previously set forth are withdrawn. 

Based on Applicant's amendments and remarks, the objections to the Claims 
previously set forth are withdrawn. 

Based on Applicant's amendments and remarks, the rejections based on 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph previously set forth are withdrawn. 

Currently, Claims 1-79 are pending, and Claims 6, 8-10, 33, 34, 42-44, 48, 50-52, 
75 and 76 are withdrawn from consideration as being drawn to a nonelected invention. 
Thus, Claims 1-5, 7, 1 1-32, 35-41, 45-47, 49, 53-74 and 77-79 are substantively 
examined in this Office Action. 
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Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "hyperlink hyperlink s" on Page 1 , Line 9 should be amended to - 
hyperlinks - because it appears to be a typographic error. Similar errors (e.g., 
"hyperlink hyperlink," "hyperlink a hyperlink" and "hyperlink s") occur many times 
throughout the Specification and must be corrected at every instance of its 
occurrence. 

• The phrase "site of on Page 1 , Line 13 should be omitted so the sentence reads 
more clearly. 

• The phrase "may be regarded as a normal" on Page 3, Line 12 should be 
amended to — may be regarded as [[a]] normal — so the sentence reads more 
clearly. 

• The phrase "describing thereon" on Page 18, Line 20 should be omitted so the 
sentence reads more clearly. 

• The phrase "another kind of Japanese character, description" on Page 22, Line 6 
should be amended to — another kind of Japanese characte r, doscr i pt i on — so 
the sentence reads more clearly. 

• The phrase "may record thereon a body of the document" on Page 25, Line 14 
should be amended to — may record thoroon a body of for the document — so 
the sentence reads more clearly. 

• The phrase "into a same group" on Page 32, Lines 16-17 should be amended to 
— into a samo group — so the sentence reads more clearly. This error occurs 
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multiple times in the Specification and must be corrected at every instance of its 
occurrence. 

• The phrase "which is divided in the same group" on Page 32, Lines 17-18 should 
' be deleted so the sentence reads more clearly. This error occurs multiple times 

in the Specification and must be corrected at every instance of its occurrence. 

• The phrase "into a same sub-group" on Page 32, Line 18 should be amended to 
— into a sam o sub-group — so the sentence reads more clearly. This error 
occurs multiple times in the Specification and must be corrected at every 
instance of its occurrence. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Objections 

Claim 13 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "comparing of the hyperlinks of links" in Lines 5-6 should be 
amended to — comparing [[of]] the hyperlinks of links — because it appears to 
be a typographic error. 

• The term "web" should be inserted between the terms "target and "pages" in 
Line 9 because that is how the element is previously identified (see Line 6 and 
7). 
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Claim 14 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "hypertext" in Line 3 should be amended to — hyperlink — because that 
is how the element is identified in other claims (see Claim 2, Line 7). The claims 
should use the same terminology to identify the same elements of the present 
invention. If the "hypertext' recited in Claim 14 differs from the "hyperlink' recited 
in Claim 2, then Applicant should explain the differences in response to this 
Office Action. 

Claims 16, 17, 26, 27, 58, 59, 68 and 69 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: 

• In Claim 16, the phrase "logically mismatched" should be inserted between the 
terms "a" and "link' in Line 1 because that is how the element is previously 
identified (see Claim 3, Line 5). Also, this amendment is needed to distinguish 
the "link" of Claim 16 from the "stored" links recited in Claim 3, Lines 2-3. Claims 
17, 26, 27, 58, 59, 68 and 69 have the same problem. 

Claim 21 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The indentation at the beginning of Line 6 should be omitted in order to keep the 
formatting of the claim consistent. 

• The term "webpages" in Line 9 should be amended to —web pages — because 
that is how the element is previously identified (see Lines 6 and 7). 
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Claim 22 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "a second correction" in Line 7 should be amended to — a second 
correction candidate — in order to keep the terminology of the claim consistent. 

• The term "third" should be inserted between the terms "a" and "correction" in Line 
10 in order to keep the terminology of the claim consistent. 

• The term "fourth" should be inserted between the terms "a" and "correction" in 
Line 13 in order to keep the terminology of the claim consistent. 

Claim 35 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "the" should be inserted between the terms "about and "links" in Line 5 
because the element is previously identified in the claims (see Claim 4, Lines 2- 
3). 

Claim 36 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "having a link on a target website to be checked' in Line 2 should be 
amended to — having wherein a link [[on]] to a target website to-be is checked — 
so that the claim reads more clearly. 

Claim 37 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "having a link on a target website to be checked 11 in Line 2 should be 
amended to — having wherein a link [[on]] to a target website te-be is checked — 
so that the claim reads more clearly. 
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Claim 38 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "logical" must be inserted between the terms "a" and "mismatch" in Line 
4 because the "mismatches" detected by the present invention are "logical" 
mismatches. This is an essential part of Applicant's invention and must be 
included in the claim. 

• The phrase "of said link" should be inserted at the end of Line 10 in order to 
maintain consistency in the claim limitations (see Line 1 1, which reads 
"identification information about a target web page of said link ). 

Claim 39 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "at least" should be inserted between the terms "said" and "three" in 
Line 2 because that is how the element is previously identified (see Claim 38, 
Lines 7-8). 

Claim 40 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "at least" should be inserted between the terms "said' and "three" in 
Line 3 because that is how the element is previously identified (see Claim 38, 
Lines 7-8). 

• The term "candidate" in Line 5 should be amended to — candidates — because 
three correction candidates are previously identified in the claim (see Line 3). 

Claim 55 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
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• The phrase "link source descriptions of a plurality of in Line 5 should be deleted 
so that the claim reads more clearly. 

• The phrase "a plurality of in Line 7 should be deleted so that the claim reads 
more clearly. 

• The phrase "having a same source web page" in Line 10 should be amended to 
— having [[a]] the same source web page — in order to keep the terminology of 
the claims consistent 

Claim 57 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "link source descriptions of a plurality of in Line 5 should be deleted 
so that the claim reads more clearly. 

• The phrase "for an associated link" should be inserted after the phrase "web 
page" in Line 9 so that the claim reads more clearly. 

Claim 64 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The indentation at the beginning of Line 2 should be omitted in order to keep the 
formatting of the claim consistent. 

• The phrase "a second correction" in Line 7 should be amended to — a second 
correction candidate — in order to keep the terminology of the claim consistent. 

• The term "third" should be inserted between the terms "a" and "correction" in Line 
10 in order to keep the terminology of the claim consistent. 
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• The term "fourth" should be inserted between the terms "a" and "correction" in 
Line 13 in order to keep the terminology of the claim consistent. 

Claim 67 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The indentation at the beginning of Line 2 should be omitted in order to keep the 
formatting of the claim consistent. 



Claim 69 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The indentation at the beginning of Line 2 should be omitted in order to keep the 
formatting of the claim consistent. 

Claim 70 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "any one of 1 in Line 1 should be deleted because it appears to be a 
typographic error. 

Claim 77 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "the" should be inserted between the terms "about and "links" in Line 5 
because the element is previously identified in the claims (see Claim 4, Lines 2- 
3). 

Claim 78 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
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• The phrase "having a link on a target website to be checked" in Lines 1-2 should 
be amended to — having wherein a link [[on]] to a target website te-be ]s 
checked — so that the claim reads more clearly. 

Claim 79 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "having a link on a target website to be checked" in Lines 1-2 should 
be amended to — having wherein a link [[on]] to a target website te-be is 
checked — so that the claim reads more clearly. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-5, 7, 11-32, 35-37, 45, 53-59, 72-74 and 78 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
Claims 1, 2 and 36: 

The language of the claims raise a question as to whether the claims are directed 
merely to an abstract idea that would not result in a practical application producing a 
concrete, useful, and tangible result to form the basis of statutory subject matter under 
35 U.S.C. 101. 
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In summary, Claim 1 recites an "apparatus" that detects links. The recited 
"apparatus" comprises only software modules and does not comprise any type of 
hardware. Thus, the recited invention is computer software per se. 

A computer program is merely a set of instructions capable of being executed by 
a computer. The computer program itself is not a statutory process in that it does not 
include the computer-readable medium needed to realize the functionality of the 
computer program. Thus, as currently recited, Claim 1 is directed to an abstract idea 
that does not produce a concrete, useful and tangible result. 

Claims 2 and 36 merely recite further functions of the previously recited software 
modules and do not recite any type of hardware. Thus, the recited invention of Claims 2 
and 36 is also computer software per se. 

Moreover, as currently recited, Claim 1 is directed to an abstract idea that does 
not produce a useful, concrete and tangible result because the recited subject matter 
fails to produce a result that is limited to having real-world value. In other words, the 
Claim 1 recites a result that is abstract in nature (e.g., a thought, a computation or 
manipulated data). 

Specifically, Claim 1 provides the abstract result of detecting a link. This 
produced result remains in the abstract and thus fails to achieve the required status of 
having real-world value. 
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Claims 2 and 36 further define the abstract result of detecting a link. However, 
the further defined results remain in the abstract and thus fail to achieve the required 
status of having real-world value. 

Claims 3-5, 7, 1 1-32, 35 and 37: 

The language of the claims raise a question as to whether the claims are directed 
merely to an abstract idea that would not result in a practical application producing a 
concrete, useful, and tangible result to form the basis of statutory subject matter under 
35U.S.C. 101. 

In summary, Claim 3 recites an "apparatus" that stores information and detects 
links. The recited "apparatus" comprises only software modules and does not comprise 
any type of hardware. Thus, the recited invention is computer software perse. 

A computer program is merely a set of instructions capable of being executed by 
a computer. The computer program itself is not a statutory process in that it does not 
include the computer-readable medium needed to realize the functionality of the 
computer program. Thus, as currently recited, Claim 3 is directed to an abstract idea 
that does not produce a concrete, useful and tangible result. 

Claims 4, 5, 7, 1 1-32, 35 and 37 merely recite further functions of the previously 
recited software modules and do not recite any type of hardware. Thus, the recited 
invention of Claims 4, 5, 7, 1 1-32, 35 and 37 is also computer software perse. 
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Moreover, as currently recited, Claim 3 is directed to an abstract idea that does 
not produce a useful, concrete and tangible result because the recited subject matter 
fails to produce a result that is limited to having real-world value. In other words, the 
Claim 3 recites a result that is abstract in nature (e.g., a thought, a computation or 
manipulated data). 

Specifically, Claim 3 provides the abstract results of storing information, without 
previously performing any functions associated with the information, and detecting a 
link. This produced result remains in the abstract and thus fails to achieve the required 
status of having real-world value. 

Claims 5, 1 1-32, 35 and 37 merely recite detecting a link by monitoring 
conditions, manipulating data and calculating scores. None of these functions 
performed by the software yield a tangible result because the functions stop short of a 
practical application. 

Claims 45, 53-59, 72-74 and 78: 

The language of the claims raise a question as to whether the claims are directed 
merely to an abstract idea that would not result in a practical application producing a 
concrete, useful, and tangible result to form the basis of statutory subject matter under 
35U.S.C. 101. 
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Claim 45 is directed to an abstract idea that does not produce a useful, concrete 
and tangible result because the recited subject matter fails to produce a result that is 
limited to having real-world value. In other words, the Claim 45 recites a result that is 
abstract in nature (e.g., a thought, a computation or manipulated data). 

Specifically, Claim 45 provides the abstract results of storing information, without 
previously performing any functions associated with the information, and detecting a 
link. This produced result remains in the abstract and thus fails to achieve the required 
status of having real-world value. 

Claims 53-59, 72-74 and 78 merely recite detecting a link by monitoring 
conditions, manipulating data and calculating scores. None of these functions 
performed by the software yield a tangible result because the functions stop short of a 
practical application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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Claims 1-5, 7, 11, 12, 18, 20, 28, 36, 37, 45-47, 49, 53, 54, 60, 62, 65, 70, 78 and 
79 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bates et al., U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. US 2002/0133514 A1 (hereinafter, "Bates"). 

Claim 1: 

Bates discloses an apparatus for checking a link to a target hypertext databased, 
said apparatus detecting a logically mismatched link to said hypertext database (see 
Figures 1-5; see Paragraphs 0001-0053 and all claims on Pages 5-8 -» Bates discloses 
these limitations, as clearly indicated in the cited figures and text). 

Claim 2: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 1, 
wherein said apparatus detects at least one of the following logically mismatched links: 

• a link having a mismatch between the hyperlink appearing on a source web page 
and a target web page (see Figures 1-5; see Paragraphs 0001-0053 and all 
claims on Pages 5-8 -» Bates discloses this limitation, as clearly indicated in the 
cited figures and text); 

• a link having a mismatch between the hyperlink appearing on the source web 
page and a target web page having expired content; 

• a link having an inconsistent hyperlink appearing on multiple web pages; 

• a link having a different method of presenting an associated target web page 
than other links on the same web page in the same website; 
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a link having a hyperlink that is not readily apparent to a user; and 



a link that forms a loop with other links relating to a similar topic. 



Claim 



3: 



Bates discloses an apparatus for checking a link, comprising: 

• an information storing unit which stores information about links (see Figures 1-5; 
see Paragraphs 0001-0053 and all claims on Pages 5-8 -> Bates discloses this 
limitation in that the link verifying system stores information concerning URLs); 
and 

• a condition detecting unit which detects a logically mismatched link (see Figures 
1-5; see Paragraphs 0001-0053 and all claims on Pages 5-8 Bates discloses 
this limitation, as clearly indicated in the cited figures and text). 



Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 3, further 
comprising an information collecting unit which collects information about the links, 
wherein said information storing unit stores said information about the links collected by 
said information collecting unit (see Figures 1-5; see Paragraphs 0001-0053 and all 
claims on Pages 5-8 -> Bates discloses these limitations, as clearly indicated in the 
cited figures and text). 



Claim 



4: 



Application/Control Number: 10/685,456 . Page 17 

Art Unit: 2176 

Claim 5: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 3, further 
comprising a candidate providing unit which provides a correction candidate related to 
the logically mismatched link detected by said condition detecting unit (see Figures 1-5; 
see Paragraphs 0001-0053 and all claims on Pages 5-8 -* Bates discloses this 
limitation, as clearly indicated in the cited figures and text). 

Claim 7: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 5, further 
comprising a correction reflecting unit which corrects the logically mismatched link (see 
Figures 1-5; see Paragraphs 0001-0053 and all claims on Pages 5-8 -» Bates discloses • 
these limitations, as clearly indicated in the cited figures and text). 

Claim 11: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 3, 
wherein said condition detecting unit divides said information about the links into groups 
in accordance with a predetermined condition and detects a subgroup of the groups that 
includes the logically mismatched link (see Figures 1-5; see Paragraphs 0001-0053 and 
all claims on Pages 5-8 -* Bates discloses these limitations in that the link verifying 
system stores metadata associated with URLs and uses the metadata to contextually 
verify the URLs. Also, the system allows the user to provide specific context terms and 
negative context terms that are used to contextually verify the URLs.). 
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Claim 12: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 3, 
wherein said condition detecting unit detects a link having a mismatch between the link 
and a target web page (see Figures 1-5; see Paragraphs 0001-0053 and all claims on 
Pages 5-8 -+ Bates discloses this limitation, as clearly indicated in the cited figures and 
text). 

Claim 18: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 5, 
wherein said condition detecting unit divides said information about the links into groups 
including a major group and a minor group in accordance with a predetermined 
condition and detects said minor group as including the logically mismatched link (see 
Figures 1-5; see Paragraphs 0001-0053 and all claims on Pages 5-8 -* Bates discloses 
these limitations in that the link verifying system stores metadata associated with URLs 
and uses the metadata to contextually verify the URLs. Also, the system allows the 
user to provide specific context terms and negative context terms that are used to 
contextually verify the URLs.). 

Claim 20: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 5, 
wherein said condition detecting unit detects a link having a mismatch between the link 
and a target web page (see Figures 1-5; see Paragraphs 0001-0053 and all claims on 
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Pages 5-8 -» Bates discloses this limitation, as clearly indicated in the cited figures and 
text). 

Claim 28: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 4, 
wherein said information collecting unit repeatedly collects said information about the 
links, and said information storing unit stores said information collected at different times 
(see Figures 1-5; see Paragraphs 0001-0053 and all claims on Pages 5-8 -» Bates 
discloses these limitations in that the link verifying system collects metadata associated 
with URLs and allows the user to provide specific context terms and negative context 
terms at various times and stores the information for later use in contextually verifying 
the URLs). 

Claim 36: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 1, having 
a link on a target website to be checked (see Figures 1-5; see Paragraphs 0001-0053 
and all claims on Pages 5-8 -* Bates discloses these limitations, as clearly indicated in 
the cited figures and text). 

Claim 37: 

Bates discloses the apparatus for checking the link as set forth in Claim 3, having 
a link on a target website to be checked (see Figures 1-5; see Paragraphs 0001-0053 
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and all claims on Pages 5-8 -» Bates discloses these limitations, as clearly indicated in 
the cited figures and text). 

Claims 45 and 46: 

The claims merely recite computer software for performing the same method 
performed by the "apparatus" of Claim 3. Thus, Bates discloses every limitation of 
Claims 45 and 46, as indicated in the above rejection for Claim 3. 

Claims 47, 49, 53, 54, 60, 62, 65, 70, 78 and 79: 

Claims 47, 49, 53, 54, 60, 62, 65, 70, 78 and 79 merely recite computer software 
for performing the same methods performed by the "apparatus" of Claims 5, 7, 1 1, 12, 
18, 20, 23, 28, 36 and 37, respectively. Thus, Bates discloses every limitation of Claims 
47, 49, 53, 54, 60, 62, 65, 70, 78 and 79, as indicated in the above rejections for Claims 
5, 7, 11, 12, 18, 20, 23, 28, 36 and 37. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 14, 23 and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bates, in view of Carswell et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 
2002/0065720 A1 (hereinafter, Carswell). 

Claim 14: 

As indicated in the above rejection, Bates discloses every limitation of Claim 3. 

Bates fails to expressly disclose: 

• detecting a link having a mismatch between the hypertext appearing on a source 
web page and a target web page having expired content 

Carswell teaches an apparatus for checking a link, comprising: 

• a condition detecting unit [that] detects a link having a mismatch between the 
hypertext appearing on a source web page and a target web page having expired 
content (see Page 7, Paragraphs .0098-01 00 Carswell teaches this limitation 

in that the online promotion system periodically contacts web servers to remove 
expired promotions data and replace it with new promotions data), 

for the purpose of issuing online promotions such as coupons over public computer 

networks (see Page 1 , Paragraph 0008). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the apparatus, disclosed in Bates, to include: 
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• detecting a link having a mismatch between the hypertext appearing on a source 
web page and a target web page having expired content 
for the purpose of issuing online promotions such as coupons over public computer 
networks, as taught in Carswell. 

Claim 23 and 56: 

The claims correspond to the subject matter recited in Claim 14. Thus, Bates, in 
view of Carswell, discloses/teaches every limitation of Claims 23 and 56, and provides 
proper motivation, as indicated in the above rejection for Claim 14. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 38-41 include allowable subject matter. However, all objections to the 
claims must be obviated before the claims are allowed. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for the indication of 
allowable subject matter: 

Claim 38: 

The prior art fails to disclose or suggest the combination of limitations recited in 
the claim. 
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Claims 39-41: 

These claims are dependent upon Claim 38 and are thus allowable. 



Claims 13, 15-17, 19, 21, 22, 24-27, 29-32, 35, 55, 57-59, 61, 63, 64, 66-69, 71- 
74 and 77 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. Also, all objections to and rejections for the claims 
must be obviated before the claims are allowed. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

Claims 13, 15-17, 19, 21, 22, 24-27, 29-32, 35, 55, 57-59, 61, 63, 64, 66-69, 71-74 and 
77: 

The prior art fails to disclose or suggest the combination of limitations recited in 
the claims. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Doug Hutton whose telephone number is 571-272-4137. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM. 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon, can be reached at (571) 272-4136. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 



273-8300. 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2100. 



WDH 

January 22, 2007 




Primsy Eaamlner 
Technology Center 2100 



Doug Mutton 



